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‘Reporl, Se. concerning Messrs. Crawford-and Edyards.|| States. But the committee, not denying the justness 
CONTINUED. ‘* 


Having proved, clearly, by the declarations of the | 
ecretary, and the expressions of the committée, that | 
‘he former relinquished, “by agreement,” on theé0th 
June, 1818, the right of the United States to the fiscal’ 
iystrumentality of the bank of the United States, in’ 
the collection and disbursement of the national funds, | 
inl employed, by conditions offered to them, on the 
ist July following, the instrumentality of certain 
tate banks, for the same purpose; and having shown 
that, when, shortly after the latter date, an extended. 


ayreement Was entered into on conditions more favo- 


rable to these banks, allowing them, as an equiva- 
eat, or rather as pay, for similar instrumentality, | 
454,000, annually, by way of interest on permanent| 
deposites; and having also shewn that the secretary, 
has made various loans of the public money, 1 shall 
proceed to a subject connected with my second) 

ree, 
This imputes to the secretary of the treasury, with- 
utany investigation of his motives, neglect of duty.! 
in relation to it, the commiitee admit that the act of 
congress incorporating the bank of the United States, 
makes it the duty of the secretary of the treasury to 
employ the offices of that institution as places of de- 
posite for the public funds, in preference to all other 
banks, unless, for special reasons, he should think 
fittouse other banks for the purpose; and, in that 
the special reasons are to be communicated 
9 congress by the secretary, at its then, or its next 
session. This communication the committee pro- 
ounce, and the secretary confesses he failed to 

se. IT may safely rest the truth of my second 
riarge on 


ease, 


failure in an 
werot the United States, from any cause, to com- 
gy ith the directions ofa law prescribing his duties, 
+, toall Intents and purposes, aneglect of duty. The 
cretary, however, accounts for it, and the commit- 
justify it upon the ground of inadvertence. 

imission of inadvertence, in this case, is a 
‘ssion of a negleet of duty so complex, that it 
u2V fairly be denominated « riclation of duty; for, 
‘the object of the law, in requiring the prompt 
MTA ication of these special reasons, Was not only 
/KHOW that they exwted, but also to know that they 
vere sufficient, a failure to make t-e communication, 
‘istified by inadvertence, is justified only as to the 
‘ence Of the specia! reasons, and leaves the secre- 
ty more dire euy obnoxious to the charge of hav- 
2 proceeded in the bus 


this admission, since a 


iness upon reasons that were 
Vleet, a charge which, if substantiated by inqui- 
*: COUId net, from its nature, be justified by inadver- 

» but would infallibly diseredit either the j 
nent or the integrity of the presiding officer ot 


‘ tip 
is ary, 


ude- 
’ the 
After recapitulating my statements in regard to the 
. Course between the secretary and the bank of 
' Missouri, the committee remark upon that which 
j Say ) declares that this bank was unworthy of ere- 
, af ine tune the public money was suffered to accumulate 
»'0 4 large and improper amount; they admit that, 
/é time, this accumulation amounted to $726,000, 
whey affirm that the propriety of permitting this 
" rt Cuings isa question of prudence, depending 
; = solidity of the institution, J endeavor to show, 
4 ‘ty address to the house, that, in reference to this 


lor eS an } 
‘ous accumulation. 
Casive 


Ac Substantial or re 


of this inference, seem to avoid it, by affirming that 
my estimate of the capital of this bank is incorrect, 
inasmuch as it does not comprehend the amount of 
permanent deposite as part of its capital, and, as 
raising the latter to such a proportion to the amount 
of its issues of paper, as would give it, in relation to 
the whole sum of public money confided to it, the 
character of solidity. The reasoning involved in this 
affirmation cannot be maintained. If the bank had 
lost its solvency from the excess of its issues above 
the amount of its capital, a common creditor would 
hardly be persuaded, in order to secure a debt of 
$576,000, due to him from the bank to lend it $156,000 
more, to add to its capital, and restore its proper pror 
portion to the issues of the institution. This step might 
ve beneficial to the other creditors, and friendly in re 
gard to the stockholders and officers, but, except in 
this benevolent light, would certainly be considered 


folly on the part of the creditor. The proportion, then, 
_ between the capital and the circulation of this bank, 


upon the fitness of which the committee declare the 
prudence of accumulating $726,000 of public money 
in it, depended, it is not as $360,000 is to $430,000, 
but as $210,000 is to $430,000; and the amount 
hazarded in deposite, by the secretary of the treasu- 
ry, stands related to the capital of the bank to which 
it was confided, not in the proportion of 526,000 to 
360,000, butin that of 726,000 to 210,000; and this 
210,000, endangered by its disadvantageous and in- 
adequate proportion to an admitted excessive amount 
cf issues. Besides, this nominal capital of $210,000 
was subjected to the pressure of other exhausting 
operations. The discounts to the stockholders and 
directors were made ona pledge of their stock, so 
that, to this extent, that species of financial capacity, 
which $100 of capital may represent, and authorize 
&150, in issues, was destroyed. 

As this proposition of the committee cannot be sus- 
tained, the force of my statement, which it was in- 
tended to obviate, still bears upon the conduct of the 
secretary, and demonsirates that, in his intercourse 
with the bank of Missouri, he not only was guilty of 
neglecting his duty, but of mismanaging the public 
funds. 

in my address to the house, it was alleged that the 
secretary had neglected to exact montbly returns, 
and quarterly lists of its debtors, from this bank, and 
thus disregarded the means in his power of under- 

istanding the condition of the bank, andof providing 
againstany loss which might occur to the United 
States from the embarrassment or insclvency of this 
institution. This fact is admitted by the committee 
‘to its full extent, butis not viewed by them as evine- 
jing neglect of duty, or ceusurable inattention to the 
{interests of the United States, although, in the secre- 
tary’s contract with this bank, (as represented Ly the 
| committee) these returns, &c. are carefully insisted 
/on, in order “solely to aid the secretary in determin- 
| ing the propriety of continuing orUiscontivuing the 
‘arrangement with the bank.” 

| In considering my statement, which falls under 
‘both charges, and imports that the secretary receiv- 
ed a large amount of uncurrent paper trom the bank 
(of Missouri, the committee declare this mstitution 
was not bound, by the condition proposed to it by 
ithe secretary, previously to the Sth August, 1519, to 


the limited capital, and ex- receive, as cash, on account of ihe United States, 
issues of the bank of Missouri, left nothing|such sums as the receivers should deposite in it, but 


Vou. XXVI asonable security to the United’ was responsible for the same only in hind. buts» 
¢ mame 2], 





; Le 
4 hat ite 
Tal Be aes 
ie ‘ AG teae 
4 ‘7 : re , 
t? ee 2 4 a 
“hee 
, a ‘ ; nee 
1S hier 
4 me Sn i) eg ™ 
j y; . ¥ a re ; 
ey 7 wy 
| AES i 
gt My qu 
be SH 
‘eat ca ee 
Wie 
" Fe 
ce 





CE a 
nee 


we Fhe : = 


PL PR ere Se 
~- 


Some. 
aa 
Ae foe, 


5 
~- 
> 
a en 
oy © 
Se ie A 


jae ee 


oo) 


oo 5 


en we 
= 
= Ss 


gt 


weg 1 ge 
>. < 


ea ot 
*. 


os 
vee Ose 
NE ae 

i ee 


Re SPT ey RT yg ee 


2 So2* © 


oo 


a 


mat 
eee ~ 


s. 
iat irae > nes 


= ir : “vw —— 
OS et a * We 
OT. ag te 
rE Gee mem 
oe 


ee ae 





t. 
. Dring? “att 
ie} 


= 


- pee 
EE Pee ny ee 


~~ 


*~= 


« ag? 
get 
oA + 


7“ 


Se ae 


ee eT es 
» “ . = ee a 
1 le Sa a. lat 
dienes dt Katee. 
— 
oe 
ae ~~ 


a 
na 


+?" Sr 


- 


Se) 18. OWA ey ee wl 


‘ 


eee 
ean 
—— Oe  hlngeittattiar 
“i 


ee Vv es 
eS aS 


+ are. —-. : 


y 
ae get oe Tie 
de. ia a. namely. cP om 


Paes 


oe S 
te ory 


te eee 


a 


ee re 


- 


oO) ee —_— 


-_- 


~ 


> 


ae 


~ 
i; & 
~~ 


314 NILES’ REGISTER—JULY 10, 1824—CRAWFORD AND EDWARDS. 








——-——..-— —----- 





eee ————— 








if correct, does not diminish, but only removes, to 
an earlier point, the mismanagement of the secretary. 
Jt appears to place him in a dilemma. If his contract 
with the bank of Missouri did not, as it stated, se- 
cure tohim the right of general deposite and trans- 
fer, to the sane extent, that, by the charter of the 
bank of the United [States,] and his contract with 





that bank, he possessed that right, it follows that he 
was indiscreetin permitting the bank of the United 
States to withdraw from this obligation, before he 
could impose iton another bank. And if, as may 
be inferred fromthe observations of the committee, 
it was proper that the secretary should receive, in 
kind, notes which, under the contract with the bank 
of Missouri, had been, for months, deposited to the 
credit of the United States, because, at the time they 
were deposited, they were good, it would seem that a 


——— 


i . — 


the probability of the second—a probability no 
weakened by the remark of the committee, that, jy. 
asmuthas the same person was the receiver of pub. 
lic money and president of the bank, “it is hardly 
probable, that as receiver he would advise the seerg. 
tary that he could not repose confidence in the ban 
of which he was president. Even if in this double 
relation he might not have dissuaded excessive cop, 
Jidence, it is yet very clear, that, as his interest in the 
former capacity greatly exceeded that which he he}; 
‘in the latter, he was under the operation of a dire 
motive to give such information as he did communi. 
eate. And, upon this motive, which the committee 
declare could not exist, the secretary actually relied, 
(see his reply, page 11,) as insuring the faithful com. 
munication of allsuch information. These remark: 
apply with equal foree to the declaration by which 





custom-house bond might be discharged, when it | the committee would seem to accuse me of swearin 
e 


bec :me due, in notes, however depreciated, provided 


they had been good at the date of the bond. 


i 


|falsely, ‘that there is no evidence that the receive 
wroteon the subject of this advice to the secretary. 


To justify this unwise and irregular proceeding, | I asserted upon oath, that I saw the receiver write to th 
upon the ground that, from the conjectures of the! secretary, and enclose my publication; and 1 confess, tha 
secretary, no ultimate loss will be sustained by the |I feel no inconsiderable distress at the reflection, tha 
United States, on the uncurrent paper so received, | my oath is falsified by the committee, in regard to; 
would be to proceed upon a principle which would fact probable in itself, and at least as credible as one 
allow of every species of speculation, on his part, which my oath is suffered to establish. 
with the public funds; a principle at war with inte-. As to the famous letter from the receiver, ther 
grity and prudence in fiscal operations, and withthe can now be no doubt that it was written and despatch. 
practice and regulations of this and other countries. |ed to the secretary; or, if from technical objection 

Ip the British house of commons, the first charge tothe testimony, the committee should not be dis 
broughtagainst lord “Melville, was, not for the loss or | posed to act upon it, enough may be seen to show thy 
waste of the public funds, but for permitting their propriety of a!!owing further time for producing, it 
mismanagement by asubordinate officer, who had de- due form, testimony enough to establish the fact; and 
posited them in private banks, in a manner similar, this I ask the committee to do, if they are not satisfied 
in all respects, to the operations of the American se- of thefact. It must be admitted, that, as I had m 
eretary of the treasury, with this only difference, power to summon witnesses after I myself was sun 
that the British government sustained no toss by this moned, I could do no more than obtain voluntary « 
malversation of Mr. Trotter. It was the practice, fidavits, and that I had but little time for doing th 
and not the event which was denounced before the much. The questioncf this letter’s having been 1 
house of commons. ‘Iam appalled (said Mr. Whit-|ceived by the secretary, appearing to depend on : 
bred) at the reflection of no less than thirty-four mil-' comparative estimate of the opposing weights of th 
lions of the public property having passed through lord probabilities of the fact on which T have relied, at! 
Melville’s paymaster’s hands. Why, sir, the report of the secretary’s denial, it is proper to examine 
states, explicitly, that upwards of eight millions had nutely, the character of that denial. This will 
been in the hands of his private bankers, and nearly found to be very equivocal. JI assert, that sti: 
seven millions more are allowed to have passed letter was written, and that I believe, as is not 
through the same channel. [cannot but think that evident, that it was transmitted, and, of course,‘ 
this negligent criminality is deserving of the sever-| ceived. The secretary does not deny that it was 
est reprehension.” | ceived, but declares it is not on file, and is not It 

Mr. Pitt, the warm and powerful advocate of lord, collected by the officers employed in the departmet 
Melville, was forced, by a sense of truth, to confess, to have been received, of whom, however, it now 
that this permitted misapplication of the public mo-| pears, by their own testimony, (with the except 
ney contrary to law, though “without actual loss to the; of Mr. Dickins,) that neither himself nor apy 
state, was not tobe justified;”’ was constrained to ad-| else made any inquiry inregard to that matter. 
vise the erasure of his friend’s name from the list of| When I state my belief that the letter was rec’ 
privy counsellors; and thus expressed, to his admir-|1 obviously mean by the secretary; and it is an init 
ing country, the conflict between the tenderness of| and fallacious answer, to reply, not that the secrlam 
his friendship, and the sublimity of his patriotism. | did not revcive it, but that it is now not on file, and 


4 


“Jam not (said that magnanimous man,) ashamed to| not recollected by the officers employed in the © 





confess, that | have not given this advice without a! partment [whose ercdit is rather liberally pledge 
bitter pang. 1 will not erase from my bosom the|to have been received, both which declarations 
feelings of private friendship.” be true, and yet the letter be in the secretary’s p™ 

When the report of the committee was framed, the jet. Again, [stated that the receiver told me he 
only evidence vhich was known to exist, that I gave jafter transmitting this letter tothe secretary, recti 
the advice represented in my address, to the receiver |ed a citer from him directing shim, the receive’ 
at Edwardsville, was,my own solemn declaration to |continue the deposites. This, also, the secreta’y “ 
that effect, and my publication of 1819, announcing | nies in his report, and in the same indirect ant € 
my intention of withdrawing from the directorship |sive manner. He does not say that no such lett" 
of the bank of Edwardsville. Upon this evidence | written, but, that no letter, to this effect, was writ 
the committee thought fit to admit, “that there was jin answer to the ove which he had laboriously 2“ 
no doubt Mr. Edwards gave such advice as he repre-|ed was never received, has strenously argued © 
sents to the receiver,” and, at the same time, and| never written! Now, it is very clear that, if the" 
againsithe same evidence, they deny, ‘‘that the recei-| ter from the receiver was never written, or eve! ™ 
ver wrote on the subject of this advice to the secretary.” |never received, no answer of any sort could 
For this discrepaney there is no apparent reason.}been returned to it; and yet the letter, direc!” 
Thesccond faectis as credible, at least, as the first—| continuance of the deposites, may have been wrilié 
iadecd, the admission of the first, seems to establish } These careful ambiguities in the report, do no" 
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calculated to make the defensive declarations of the) with the amount collected, (21 millions) the ‘one 
secretary outweigh the strong improbability, that a} trast favorably to the secretary this proporti vith 
public despateh, deposited in the post office, should that which obtains in the ordinary collections ©! pri- 
jave misearricd in a mail to which no casualty or in-/ vate, or mercantile debts. They appear to forset, 
rerruption is known to have occurred; and at a sea-| besides the superior regularity, vigilance, anu pow- 
sop of the year, too, when the mail is least liable to|er, at the disposal of the nation, and the differ: »ce 
anv difficulties in its transportation. between the profits and loss of trade, and the even 
in addition to his neglect of duty in his transactions | exaction of the revenue, that the loss incurred by 
with this bank, as suggested in my address to the! the secretary was not of debts outstanding, but of funds 
house, and in my replication to his communication to } collected, and collected too, by salaried officers, at an 
the committee, they might have adverted, in support! enormous expense. 
of the same charge, to the case of the bank of Vin-| Upon one point, however, which has already been 
cepues: Where, also, the receiver was president of |considered, I shall add some remarks. The com- 
‘he bank, where the United States lost $168,000; on! mittee have admitted, distinctly, and in correspon- 
which bank the secretary drew, successively, from|dence with my statements, that Mr. Crawford did, 
October, 1819, to March, 1820, four drafts, together|on some occasions, neglect to make such communi- 
amounting to $165,000, suffered as many continuous | cations to congress, as by law it was his duty to do, 
proiests, and after neglecting, as usual, all measures! and that, on others, he failed to report such facts and 
of precaution, took no measure of redress until July, ; documents, as, by a resolution of the house of repre- 
1820. ‘sentatives, he was required to do; yet, as they very 
A course of didactic admonition, in the form of! naturally cannot detect the motives of this miscon- 
‘our official Jetters, is then pronounced to this delin-'! duct, (which God alone can do,) they acquit him of 
juent institution, the initial gravity of which iscom- all blame or responsibility. In this they appear to 
pensated by its final lenity. (See documents.) He lose sight of the distinction which has hitherto ob- 
recapitulates the acts of ill faith which he had pa-| tained between private and officia] rectitude: and ot 
tiently endured, mentions the protests of his drafts|the well established fact, that bad motives in the 
for $165,000, warns the directors that, unless the re-|man, are not necessary to constitute misconduct in 
form their demeanor, and pay the drafts, it will be! the minister. 
proper for him to proceed with rigor; but concludes,| When Burke brought Warren Hastings to the bar 
with proposing a relaxation of that meditated rigor,|of the house of lords, and, in strains of portentous 
provided they will agree to honor the drafts within | eloquence, invoked upon the head of the Indian vice- 
forty days, and even promises to pay for this tardy | roy the vengeance of humanity, the power of justice, 
nd extorted justice, (out of his never failing fund,)|and the implicated terrors of the English law, in’ 
by continuing the course of deposite in a bank, thus| pourtraying to this august tribunal, a course and tor- 
ittempted to be bribed and threatened into common | rent of plunder and desolation which had overrun re- 
honesty by himself! To this persuasive proposal, the | gions that the arms of Alexander could not reach; in 
hank, increasing in audacity, and sagacious of the| charging him with the pillage of towns, the rum of 
character of its customer, did not condescend to re-| districts, the sacking of cities, the plunder of prince- 
ply for nine months; at the expiration of which preg- | doms, the devastation of provinces, the waste of em- 
nant period, the president was delivered of the | pires, he did not fail also to accuse him, with intense 
abortive fact of the corporation’s insolvency. In| and awful formality, of having neglected to commiuni- 
ihis feeble and exhausted state, it asks further in- cate to the’zovernment the documents which were called 
dulyenee, and concludes its appeal to its munificent for by the proper authority. (Burke’s works, vol. 12, 
venefactor, with the most eloquent encomiums upon p. 454.) “That, indefiance of the said orders, and in 
upon his liberality. ‘The letter reflects, in interest- breach of the above recited act of parliament, the 
ag eolors, the substance and complexion of the in-| said Warren Hastings has, in sundry instances, con- 
‘ereourse between the treasury of the United States; cealed from his council the correspondence carried on 
aid the banks of the west; and, whatever may be between him and the princes, or country powers in [adia; 
“iid of its prudence, must certainly be commended and neglected to communicate the advices and intelli- 
(oy a hunter of motives, at least,) for its candor. gence he from time totime received,” &c. 
, This great statesman, this politicai philosopher, 








.s the presentation of a moral scene, it is delightful | 
tocontemplate the sordid gratitude the delinquent this experienced orator did not appear to consider, 
corporation, glowing under the injudicious, if not il-'that the illegal conduct of a minister could be jus- 
‘cit, favors of this liberal minister of finance. ‘‘ Your tified by an alleged absence of improper personal 
Jriendly dispositions towards the west, in times peculiar- motives, nor that a duty, upon the punctual perform- 
'y difficult, and the interest you have evinced for this re-|ance of which the whole fabrication of legislation 
mote section of owr common country, leads toa hope, | rests, should be repeatedly violated, and with perfect 
that the hand that has hitherto protected us, will not be) impunity. 

he withdrawn.” This friendly hand was not with-| Iwill not complain of any thing that has happened 
drawn for at least twenty-one months; when mea-'to myself in this business; of the liberality with 
sures of recovery were commenced in a manner, which bad motives have been imputed to me; of that 
evincing such interest for this remote section of our com- impatient justice, which, on this floor, condemned me 
mon country, that the bank was allowed three years’ for defending myself, and argumentatively accusing 
more to pay the debt; a period extending beyond the a responsible officer, upon statements, which are now 
present important year, and upon conditions of col-, established, but which were not then examined. But, 
iateral se-curity, imposed with such “a friendly hand,”’| [ beg leave to ask, whether treatment like this can be 
that the security was defeated by private creditors, in! just in itself, or is likely to sharpen that inspection, 
this remote section of our common country; and, in con-| which it is the right of every citizen to apply to the 
sequence of the frienyly dispositions of the secretary,| conduct of the high officers of this government, and 
Jor the west, the loss falls upon the United States. which cannot be repressed without great danger to 

As both my charges have now been established, | the liberties of the people. 

and, of course, the specifications upon which they| The disadvantages under which I have labored in 
“epend, by the confessions of the secretary, and the| this investigation, must be obvious to the committee. 
ulmissions of the committee, I shall not press the| While Ihave been informed by them that no charges 
listinetion which it seems escaped the committee,| against me have been submitted to them, the trial, if 
when comparing the amount of money lost by Mr.| such itmay be called, has assumed much more the ap- 
“rawford’s mismanagement, (about half a million,) pegrance of an investigation of my conduct, than that 
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of Mr. Crawford’s. Called upon asa witness against{ purpose the assertion of a‘‘plot, or conspiracy,” ha 
my own cousent, not being willing to rest any of my|been made, it has, I know, been more correctly de. 
charges against the secretary, or my own defence, |nied than affirmed. 

upon my oath, Ihave been required to swear to facts} I am, also, equally free to admit, that though my 
that I consider wholly immaterial; as it relates to his!general course was neither to deny nor acknowledo 
conduct, at least, the avowed object of the inquiry;|that Iwas the author of these publications, yet, | 
and the occasion has been embraced of requiring me |may have repeatedly spoken in regard to that matter 
to detend, not my general character for veracity, but |as any man has a right to speak in regard to an ano 
to maintain it in particular, and special cases, by |nymous publication which he may have written, |): 
which I have been perfectly surprised, and for which} which he does not choose, and is under no kind 
no adequate time is allowed me. obligation to avow. But, thatI ever said any thing 

In my address tothe house, | have made certain |that could be considered as equivalent to a denial o: 
statements against Mr. Crawford, which the commit-|my authorship of these publications, for the pur 

tee are pleased to denominate charges. For speci-|pose of avoiding any kind of responsibility, or t 
fications of some of those statements, I have refer_|gain any point whatever, | do most positively deny 
red to certain publications under the signature of A |In fact, no man who did not choose to give his name 
B. of which | acknowledged myself to be the author, |to the public, on such an occasion, could have take), 
thereby making myself responsible, from that mo-|less pains to conceal it than I have uniformly done 
ment, for the charges they contain. When I wrote |in this case; and hence, there is reason to believe tha: 
them, or whether | wrote them at all, neither could jnine tenths of congress, and almost every one else 
add to, nor diminish, the responsibility | had taken | who read these publications, and knew the genera! 
upon myself, by exhibiting them as charges to the circumstances of the case, considered me as the ay: 
house; and it might, with as much propriety, have|thor of them. In one of them I oilered to avow m 
been asked of me to swear that I wrote my address, |real name, provided the house of representatives, | 
as that l wrote the publications which, by the refer-/then seeming to threaten to do so, would adopt an 
ence ‘naceto them. »e-amea partof that address. | measure to operate directly upon me in consequence: 
How they originated, or what was their object, before thereof. And it must be known to several of i 
they were offered to the consideration of the house, | friends, thatl intended to avow myself the author ot 
does not appear tu me to be either material, in an in-|such of those publications as I had then written, i’ 
quiry into Mr. Crawford’s conduct, nor to have been|the question had been put to me (as was expected 
within the intention of the reference to the commit-;by the committee before whom I was examined iy 
tee, especiatly ‘if no charge against me has been sub-| February, 1823, and that I had prepared the prefic 
mitied to them.” for my deposition, which is designated No. 3, in the 

The only inquiries that appear to me material, in|}documents accompanying my address to the house, 
regard to those publications, are, whether the facts for that and other like objects. 

‘they allege are true or faise, and, if ue, whether! That I had justifiable cause, as well from private 
they amount to proof of any thing on the , artofthe ‘as public considerations, for writting these publica 
secretary, worthy of reprehension. If the charges tions, 1 shall always be able to prove whenever it may 
against him are well founded, no motive for making become necessary. At present, ! will barely ask, 
them cao justify or excuse him. whether the public attempt that was made ip severs' 

it I am to be convieted of having made them un- respectable newspapers, und even on the floor of th 
justifiably, and criminally, not barely by an acquittal | house of representatives, to implicate me in the st 
of him, but by a positive judgment against myself, | pression, alluded to in the first of these publications. 
distinct allegations ought to have been made against did not justify me in endeavoring to show that such « 
me, and a fair opportunity of defence shonid have charge was ridiculous and absurd? ‘This is fully 
been allowed me. Such atrial { should be very wil-'shown in the subsequent publications; and, contei. 
Jing to ineet, but against any collateral and indirect jing nothing but the truth, expressed in decent air 
operation for that purpose, and, particularly, where jrespectful terms, what could there be in them to be 
technicality has not been overlooked, I solemnly proz!ashamed of? No attempt, that I have ever seen, ho: 
test. ‘been made to prove, that they contained even an in- 
I have been required to swear that I wrote these |decorous expression, in regard to the secretary, © 
publications more than two years ago, and this has | that the facts they allege were not true. 
afforded the ground for attacking my veracity,in the! As to a suggestion which has been made, that, i! 
special cases alluded to, without my being allowed \they contained any thing which, in my opinion, was 
the necessary time to disprove, invalidate, or ex- | wrong in the conduct of the secretary, it was Iny 
piain, the allegations that have been made against |duty, as a senator of the United States, to have nv- 
ine. 'ticed it in a different way, Ihave only to remark, tha’ 
With regard to my having denied the authorship of |it may be seen that they treated of “suppressed do 
those publications, I have no hesitation in admitting cuments,” and it will, 1 think, hardly be contended 
that I have frequently, and truly denied, that I wrote |by any reflecting and well informed man, that it wa 
ali that appeared under that signature, during the imy duty, as a senator of the United States, to have 
time referred to by the testimony in this case; that is !noticed ollicially, a contempt offered to the house 0 
to say, the period that includes the first and the last representatives by the suppression of informatio” 
of those publications. ‘ealled for by that house; the more especially as t! 
I have, also, constantly denied that there was any jhouse itself had taken the subject under its own co! 
A. B. plot, or conspiracy, in the case; and have, at all | sideration. 
times, treated such suggestions with the contempt! That I denied my authorship of these publicatior: 
they deserved. Not only has the existence of such |for the purpose of obtaining a confirmation of ms 
a “plot,” or ‘‘conspiracy,’’? been affirmed in several ‘appointment as minister to Mexico, is certainly bw 
of the most distinguished newspapers of the union, poorly supported by proof, (if admitted to its fulles’ 
but the committee have recently heard it boldly as- \extent,) that such denial was made or known to ont 
serted on the tloor of the house of representatives. |senator only, who had previously taken an active par’ 
This | have denied, and still do deny, so far as it is in- {in my favor; and who swears that he was wholly ut 
tended toimplicate me. No man, but myself, is, or {influenced by that consideration. Considering the 
ought to be, responsible for any thing I have written, |time and circumstances when, and under which, this 
on the subjects embraced by those publications, and controversy commenced, and that all the senator 
one man cannot make a conspiracy. For whatever /were then present, it is hardly to be presumed tha’, 
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:f such an attempt had been made by me, or such a| 





If those charges are true, as I alleged them to the 


denial had been known to any other senator, further | house, I would ask what have the committer to do 
root could not, and would not, have been produced. | with my motives for making them, and upon what 
If, however, the committee should suppose there |legal principles could I be arraigned, even in due 
is proof enough before them to support this imputa- | form, for a malicious prosecution? 


tion, | ask it of their justice to afford me a fair op- 


If, on the other hand, these charges are not true, 


jortunity of producing testimony to the contrary,| (there being ‘‘no charge against me submitted to the 


which IT only want time to do. 





This being granted | committee,”) it may not only justify the acquittal of 


me, if it shall appear, or there shall be the least rea-| Mr. Crawford, but may furnish ground of future trial 
sou to believe, that I obtained a coufwmation of my|of myself for having maliciously and falsely made 


nomination by such means, I pledge myself instantly | them. 


to surrender my appointment. 


It cannot, however, authorize any distinct 


judgment against me, till | shall be put upon my trial, 


Vhe committee having requested 6f me, since the|and have a fair opportunity of defending myself. 


foregoing was written, to reduce to writing my mo- 


’ 


This | am ready to meet, but I cannot consent to the 


tion to have Mr. Crawford examined as a witness, | blendingof both trials together. 


that there may be no misunderstanding on the subject, 


If you should think such a charge against me sus- 


{ proceed to comply with their request, and to ex-|tainable, I would rejoice to have an opportunity to 


plain the grounds of this application. 
[deduce my rightto claim the benefit of his testi-| 
mony from the precedent that has been established | 
by the committee in my own case. Legal prinei-| 
ples have been pretty rigidly insisted on, in some in-| 
stances, in the course of the present investigation; | 
ind, although { am not able to point out the legal) 
»rinciple, or nsage, that justifies this precedent, 1| 
oresume it will be sufficient to entitle me to the bene-| 
iit of it, to show a strict analogy between the case to! 
which it has been applied, and the one to which 1! 
now respectfully propose to apply it. 
Jam considered by the committee as Mr. Crawfora’s | 
ecuser. IT might rely upon his report and his subse-| 
yuent communication to the committee, to show that| 
he has made himself mine. But I also wish to prove 
thatsuch was his intention. If, under these circum-| 
stances, either he himself, or the committee, have a/| 
right to make me a witness against my own consent, | 
in order to inguire into my motives, and a variety of | 
other matters notineluded in either of my six charges | 
gainst him, or in any of their specifications, justice | 
must accord to me the same privirege, in regard to| 
his implicatians against me. I claim the same right] 
toexamine him, and with equal latitude, in regard to | 
all the matters contained in his report, and subse-! 
quent communication, which implicate me, that has, 
been demanded of me in relation to all the matters) 
contained in my address to the house. 
lt is trne that 1 myself consider such a course, 
either in his or my own case, as equally contrary to 
allformer usage, and inconsistent with well esta- 
blished and incontestable legal principles. But,if I 
have been mistaken, or a new rule is to be adopted, 
all I ask is, that, while it is applied against me, in one| 
instance, Imay not be denied the benefit of it in,a| 
similar one. 
i had supposed that neither of us could, either as) 
acenser or aceused, be required, contrary to our con- 
selts, to become a witness, and to testify for or 
against ourselves. The rights of a prosecutor anda 
detendant, in this respect, are the same in any form 
of trial that has been adopted in this enlightened 
country. Either has aright to decide for himself 
upon how much, or how little testimony he may 
choose to submit his case, and neither can be com- 
pelled to strengthen or weaken it by his own oath. 
_ Tinvite the committee to review all the facts that! 
iave been required to be proved by myself, and that 
have been admitted to be proved by others in regard 
omy conduct, and to contrast them with your own 
decisions, to confine the present investigation of Mr. 











meet it fairly before the house of representatives, or 
the senate of the United States, and, for this purpose, 
I beg leave, earnestly, to request the committee, in 
case thatshould be their opinion, to state distinctly 
which of the six charges I have alleged against Mr. 
Crawford, are false, and in what respect they are so, 
that] may know how to prepare for my defence. tn 
this, fask no more than any subaltern in your army 
is entitled to, incasesof infinitely less importance. | 
presume, and hope, therefore, it will not be denied 
me. 

Inthe moce of trialof myself, that has been acopt- 
ed, (as appears by the testimony.) by which I have 
only known, against what I should have to defend my- 
self from the mouths of the witnesses, the common 
sense of all mankind must perceive that I cannot 
have had any reasonable opportunity of defence. IT, 
therefore, the committee think then selves authorizea 
to inquire, for any purpose, whether I denied my 
authorship of the writings signed A. B. atall, or that 
such denial was made with a view to obtain the con- 
firmation of my nomination as minister to Mexico, 
by the senate, I claim additional time to rebut the 
testimony that has been given, and to summon every 
senator, if less will not satisfy you, to prove that no 
member of the senate either voted for me or forbore 
to vote against me, on account of any such supposed 
denial, and thereby to demonstrate the utter lmpro- 
bability of any such intention on my part. 

1 have not made myself Mr. Crawford’s persecu- 
tor, and am not willing to be so considered. With 
his immense advantages over me, I have not the har- 
dihood to be willing to take issue with him upon his 
intentions. My object has been, and is still, to defend 
myself, in the most effectual manner in my power, 
against his attack upon me. This being accomplished, 
l care not what disposition is made of his part of the 
ease. J had a right to urge the facts I have alleged 
in my own detence; and none can admit their truth 
and deny the justness of the arguments I have deduc- 
ed from them. 

In doing al] this, I have imposed upon myself the 
obligation to show my own innocence ot his imputation 
against me, and to prove the six specific statements J] 
alleged against him to be true, without reference to 
his intentions. This is the extent Ob my responsibi- 
lity; the public regard it in that point of view, and I 
protest against any further responsibility, and all col- 
lateral and indirect trials of myself; being, however, 
perfectly willing to meet any charge in due form. 

These statements against Mr. Crawford I have, J] 
think, completely established. If the committee think 











Crawford’s conduct to the charges which I have al- 
leged against him. It will be perceived, from the 
whole of the testimony in this case, that I have been 
put upon my trial for a malicious prosecution, in the 
inost injurious possible form, requiring me to convict 
tayself by my own oath, before itis decided whether 
the charges I have aljeged against the secretary are 
true or false 


otherwise, and will specify Wherein I have failed, 1 
will still redeem the pledge I have given to the public, 
in the proper place. 
NINIAN EDWARDS. 

P. S. All the witnesses, except one, who have tes- 
tified on the subject of the A. B. publications, say they 
jconsidered them, and the A. B. plot, as one and the 
same thing. It will be perceived, however, that in 
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my address to the house, I made a material distinction {nesses whom I wished to have summoned, and the 
between them, before I could have anticipated any! points 1 expect to prove by them; I cannot consent 
contest on the subject; for, while in that address I\to take upon myself the responsibility which may be 
spurn the insinuation of ‘a plot,” Tacknowledge my-| imposed upon me by subjecting the government to a 
self the author of the publications themselves. great expense, and many gentlemen to much per- 
NINIAN EDWARDS. {sonal inconvenience, without explaining the cause and 
I submit to the committee the testimony herewith |reason which, in my opinion, imposed upon me the ne- 
transmitted, with a statement of the points to which |cessity to do so. 
it is intended to apply. I need not enlarge upon the reasons, heretofore 
Thomas F. Riddick states, in his affidavit, annexed |given, why I think I have been unnecessarily called 
to the report of the coinmittee, as follows, viz: ‘upon, against my own consent, to give testimony in 
‘That the bank of Missouri did transfer, in eastern this case. That measure has been adopted; its effect 
funds, to the bank of the United States, and its branches, |has been to bring on a trial of myself upon collateral 
near 459,000 dollars, which funds were worth four |points in the most injurious form, surprising me by 
per cent. to the bank.” accusations and impeachments of my character, ot 
I refer to the “list of drafts drawn by the treasurer | which I could have had no previous notice. 
of the United States, on the bank of Missouri, since! Having been made a witness, I might have had less 
ist July, 1818,” [see document 9,] to show that the; ground of complaint if I had only been required to de- 
whole amount of transfer to different banks, was [| fend my general character for veracity; but, as the 
$431,943 60) thing now stands Lam compelled to defend it against par- 
By the said Piddick’s affidavit, ticular allegations, the first notice of which has been 
it also appeurs, that he, him- | from the mouths of the witnesses summoned against 
self, gives an account of io This, I think, was not demanded by any material 
funds, of a very inferior ‘fact in this ease, and it surely can derive no justifi- 
kind, transferred ‘cation from the rules of common law. If I mistake 
By letter B, No. 16, document ‘not, it is a sound legal principle that a witness shall 
No. 119, it appears, that ‘neither be compelled to discredit himself, nor shall an 
there was transferred to the jadverse party be permitted to ask hima question 
branch, at Louisville, of Ken- ‘with a view to discredit him. 
tucky notes 67,731 00 | Why I was forced to become a witness, I neither 
By the enclosure of letter I, knew, nor could conjecture, until the committee di: 





138,179 00 





No. 16, document 66, page |me the honor, on last evening, to state to me that i: 
104, it appears there had was in consequence of my having charged Mr. Craw- 
been transferred to Louis- ford, in one of my six specific statements, with having 


ville, of Georgetown and 
Kentucky notes 


suppressed the ietter of the receiver at Edwardsville, 

‘mentioned in my examination before the select con- 

211,910 00) mittee of February, 1823, and with a view to ascertain 
what I knew upon that subject. 

Leaving only, that could have been trans- This, I must insist upon, is a very great misappre- 

ferred $270,033 60|hension on the partof the committee, and a most in- 

i have not had time to examine further into this/jurious one to me, if it shall be persevered in. 
statement. Ido most positively disclaim ever having had, or 

I refer to astatement of the treasurer of the United |now having, any intention to include that letter in the 
States, dated 11th June, 1824, headed “A statement|charge of suppressions submitted to the investigation 
shewing the aggregate of moneys deposited to the|of the committee by the house of representatives. 
credit of the treasurer of the United States, in the| It is not reasonable to suppose that I could have ir- 
following banks,” &c. [see document 83,] to show the |tended to impose upon myself an obligation to produce 
proportion of loss to the amount deposited in certain proof of the suppression of a particular letter, which 
banks that were depositories of public money, receiv- the whole scope of my address, and every fair infer- 
ed from the sale of public lands, and which have jence frdm it, shewed [ consider it as my misfortune 
failed to fulfil their engagements with the treasury. jnot to be able to produce. 

I refer tothe enclosure of letterI, No. 16,document! Butitis nota fair inference from any thing expressed 
66, p. 104, to show that more uncurrent notes were |inmy address, that I intended to include this letter in 
received by Mr. Crawford than I have alleged in my | the charge of suppressions. 
address to the house, viz: Georgetown and Kentucky | In page 13 of that address, I say “‘it could have been 
notes, 6,000 dollars, which appear to have been re-|no object with me to have established an additiona! 
ceived between the 20th May, 1820, and the 30th|suppression upon him, for, if time do not fail me, it 
June, 1821. Orif they were not received, this docu-| will be seen, before | am done with this subject, that 
ment, furnished by Mir. Crawford himself, must af-|1 had in my possession proof,whose credibility could 
ford a very suflicient apology for thinking so. not be questioned, of his having suppressed, in a va- 

I refer to an “extract of a letter from Thomasiriety of other instances, letters enough, of a much 
Sloo to the secretary of the treasury,” furnished by more important character and delicate bearing, for 
the treasury @epartment, see [>], and to the letter of any purpose that the utmost malignity could have con- 
George F. Strother, see [a], to shew that the prospects templated, as possible to be effected by sach means.” 
of collecting the debt of the bank of “Missouri, tothe) Here then is aclearindication that, in what I should 
United, States, is not as good as they have been repre- thereafter say, I did not intend to rely upon that letter, 
sented to the committee to be, &e. but others much more important, and whose credibility 

NINIAN EDWARDS. could not be questioned, evidently meaning those thal 

— could be established by the documents furnished by himself. 

To the hon. John Fleud, chairman, §e. | Turning to the charge itself, (see address page 25), 

The committee having again repeated to me, on/it is found to be expressed in the following words, 

last evening, that there are no charges against me/viz: ‘“That he has, in several instances, withheld in- 

submitted to them; that their investigations will be!formation and letters, called for by the house, and 
confined to the six specific statements which } have| which it was his duty to have communicated.” 

alleged against Mr. Crawford, in my address to the| The specifications of the charge, after referring to 


6,000 00 








Vee wo 


house; and‘that, if ! wished to produce further testi-|a particular case only, commences in the follovting 
mony, I must state in writing the names of the wit-! words, viz: Pa 
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“But it also appears, that he and his officers of the| tives for producing them, and all the testimony relat- 
treasury department have not been able to find a) ing to them, should be examined. | 

»reat number of other letters, and even some of his! The papers to which this consent app!ies are five 
own official ones, when required by other calls of | in number; to each of which is attachea an sfidavit 
the house; or if they could be found they were sup- of Thomas Lippincott, taken before a justice of the 
ressed. Of this, the documents furnished by hiu- peace, viz: a copy of a letter from Mr. Crawford, to 
ceif afford, both abundant and conclusive proof. the receiver of Edwardsville, of the 6th of August, 
‘\lany instances might be stated; for the sake of bre-} 1819. 2d. A copy of aletter from Mr. Crawford, of 
vity. | will allude to a few of them only.” the Ist of November, 1819, to the receiver. 3d. A 


i a > the jntoen.| copy of a paper which was folded tn the letier of the 
Tyara ] ] ¢ nr . - c 
fere then is the practical exposition of the inte istof November. 4th. A copy of a paper dated the 


‘tom indicate é ve of my address, in re- ad ‘ ‘ 
ion indicated in the 13th page of my ‘ 12th Octover, 1819, neither directed nor signed, ‘ut 


oard to the suppressions on which I’ intended to rely. Aled away, Gnd 6hdorsed with these words: “aur to 
‘{he suppressions referred to in the last above recit-| ys P) 


th ac , »nar 3 
ed paragraph, are expressly confined to those which begeger <, pa bangers perl hogy ep d 
could be proved by the documents furnished by himself, | ccteae of Ekukadayiiie —e dvaind te eg sea >. 
and of these a few only are specifically designated, and | a tin totes. Tn” ar aed pry bap y 
hihi i es tar sury. i¢ first and second of tuese pa 
being alt-Ghet J ethitites sqpaes. Sp suaretedy, Wer ers were communicated to the committee by the se- 
pe all thatlam bound to prove. They were deemed P seatiesr Wiel, Gani ciate toe fficially certif Ob tH 
snough for my purpose, and mére, therefote, were CLCtSETs SAO. ChneEs aro DUN Oliciahy Cortined by the 
wet 4 Bre wre? : officer whose business and duty it is to authenticate 
Se AREER ID AE LRN. ‘copies of the papers which belong to his office. The 
The publications, under the signature of A. B.-| atiidavit of Lippincott-has been preferred by Mr. Ed- 
transmitted with my address, are also referred to for | wards to the official certificate; aid he, ii is presum- 
specifications, but these contain no reference to any | ed, was perfectly aware that such an affidavit was in- 
suppressions but those which the documents establish. | sufficient to make the copy to which it might be 
Besides, the suppression of the receiver’s letter, ac-| attached evidence. The testimony of Lippincott, 
-ording to the decision of the committee, which I am| was preferred, also, to that of a person, (Oswald 
not disposed to contest, was a fact wholly immaterial,| Dunn), who preceded Mr. Edwards to Washington, 
since the description which I gave of itin my exami-| and who might have testified, after examining the 
nation in February, 1523, and the copy I produced to| copies and originals, that the copies produced were 
ihe committee, both prove that it was not one of) copies of papers in the office of the receiver of Ed- 
‘hose letters which the committee suppose was em-! wardsyille. This ‘preference was obviously given, 
braced by the call of the house upon Mr. Crawford. | that the affidavits might shew in whose hand writing 
For these, and the reasons | have heretofore had) the papers in the office were written. The hand 
‘he honor to submit to the committee, | not only think | Writing of each 1s shewn by Lippincott, except the 
the testimony I am about to ask for, ought not to be | paper with the date of October 12,1819. By the tes- 
considered necessary in the present investigation, | umony of Ninian Edwards, given most reluctantly, it 
but, that my own testimony, and all that which has| 15 now known that that paper is his own work, a 
already been taken in regard to the publications of fact obviously intended to be concealed, and to which 
A. B. ought to be rejected. Understanding, how-| concealment Lippinoott lent himseif, if he was, as it 
ever, that the committee intend to publish all the tes- | 1s presumed he was, acquainted with Mr. Edwards’s 
timony that has been taken against me, and believing | hand writing. Even were he not acquainted with it, 
that its publication, under the sanction of the com-) it will be seen by the affidavits that this paper is the 
mittee, will be calculated to do me essential injury,| only one, the hand writing of the original of which the 
and great injustice, without further testimony on my affidavit attached to it, does not go to ascertain. rhe 
part, 1 feel compelled to ask, that Samuel D. Lock-, original Jetter of the Istof November, is said to be in 
wood, esq. receiver at Edwardsville, and Thomas the hand writing of Mr. Crawford; that of the Gth of 
Lippincott, esq. of the same place, and all the sena-| August, of aclerk, and signed by Mr. Crawford; the 
tors of the United States, may be summoned; the two: paper folded in the letter of the first of November, in 
former to support my testimony, and the latter to| the same hand writing as the letter of Mr. Crawford 
give testimony to oppose that which has been given) of the 6th of August; hice letter signed by Mr. Stephen- 
against me, in relation to an alledged denial of my) Son, of the 22d of October, in the hand writing of Mr. 
authorship of the A. B. publications, and Lrenew my Stephenson. ‘The explanation of this difference in 
application for the examination of Mr. Crawford. | the affidavit, is found in the fact disclosed by Mr. 
NINIAN EDWARDS. | Edwards, that the paper from which that now of- 
— | fered was copied, was-the work of his own hand. 
Remarks submitted by Mr. Forsyth. » The affidavit of Lippincott, that the copy offered is 
When, on the 16th June, a question was proposed a true copy of that paper now on file, is contradicted 
‘o colonel Benton, touching the general character of| by the testimony o: Mr. Edwards. There is an un- 
Ninian Edwards, with a view to shew him unworthy derscoring in the copy, and, in the original, none.. 
of belief, the committee said, that if that question wes] Mr. Edwards, although he never remembers to have 
pressed, and the opposite party asked for a delay to| seen the underscoring, before he saw it before the 
enable him to procure testimony to defend his | committee, states that, before the affidavit was afliixed, 
character, it would be granted; and, as Mr. Cook, | he or Lippincott must have underscored a particular 
acting for Mr. Edwards, distinctly stated that he part of it; which underscoring, making emphatic a 
should want testimony from the western country, to) particular sentence, brought the copy somewhat near- 
avoid further delay the question was waived. The} er than the original to the description given by Mr. 
committee now say, that certain papers brought from| Eswards, in his affidavitof 1823, of the letter of Mr. 
Edwardsville, to be used as evidence by Ninian Ed-| Stephenson. The oath of Mr. Edwards was, that the 
wards, are not duly authenticated; and, as they are | purpose of Mr. Stephenson, in writing the letter, was 
deemed by him important, unless they are admitted as| to enclose the publication of Mr. Edwards of the 
evidence, time will be allowed to enable him to pro-| 13th of September, 1819, and that he, (Mr. E.) pre- 
cure a proper authentication of them. With the vailed on him to write it. The letter produced, re- 
same motive that prevented the question proposed to| fers to the publication as enclosed, but does it inei- 
colonel Benton from being pressed, a consent is now| dentally, as a circumstance of no particular impor- 
siven that these papers should be received. Butit is| tance; and the agency Mr. Edwards alleged he had 
proper that the character of these papers, the mo-' in procuring i to be written, is not stated: nor is 
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there any allusion to the advice he declares he gave 
to Mr. Stephenson, to withhold all further deposites 
until he received the order of thesecretary. Mr. Ed- 
wards now slates, that this advice was given to pre- 
vent, not immediate, but future remote danger, while 
the paper produced by him, as the copy of that letter, 
written by himself, states, as from the receiver, that 
‘he would not wish torisk the responsibility of mak-| 
ing the deposites in the bank, until after the first of! 
January next, 1820, without your instructions, given| 
upon a knowledge of the facts above disclosed;” of, 
which facts, the course Mr. Edwards was disposed to! 
pursue, was one the least important in its character. 
The peculiar manner in which the affidavit is drawn, 
deserves notice. The paper now produced is intend-| 
ed to prove that Mr. Stephenson wrote the letter in; 
1819, described by Mr. Edwards, and that he gave the: 
advice he stated he gave to Mr. Stephenson, and, as 
presumptive evidence that his publication, and this 


For these purposes it is necessary that it should ap- 
pear that the original, from whichit is copied, should 


have been always in the office of the receiver since 
1319, and was obviously preserved as an official do-| 


cument. While the others are in ordinary form, the 
affidavit of Lippincott, on this paper, is of studied 
and singular phraseology: ‘‘that the original was 
found by him on the files of official letters,appertaining 
to, and now in, the receiver’s office at Edwardsville;” 
a phraseology which implies that the deponent knew 
that the files of official letters in which he found the 
original paper, although belonging to, had been out of, 
the receiver’s office; a fact tatally destructive of ail 
tlie presumptions arising from the finding of the paper 
on the files of the official letters in the office. This 
paper, of the 12th of October, it is shewu by Mr. Ed- 
wards, is not on the letter book of 1819, in which it 
would have been the duty of Mr. Stephenson to have 
recorded it, ifit had been sent to the secretary of the 
treasury. But there is something written upon it by 
the receiver. The affidavit is, on this point, also, equi- 
vocal. The paper was found by the deponent on the 
files of official letters appertaining to, and now in, the 
receivers ollfice at Edwardsvilic, aud endorsed or 
tiled in the hand writing of the receiver of public mo- 


ney, as follows: “Copy to the treasury department, | 


Oct. 1819.) No punishment could be inilieted for 
this statement as false, if the paper is not endorsed; 
provided the alternative that it is filed is true. It is 
fied if the paper was enclosed in a separate invelope, 
with the words upon it in the receiver's hand witing: 
but, if the receivers hand writing is not on the paper 
itself, the only presumption in its favor arises ftom 


its being found among papers appertaining to, and now | 


in, the office. 

It is not necessary to pursue this inquiry further. 
ledge of the conversation or the acts o} 
and Mr. Stephenson, in Edwardsville, in 1819, nor 
has he expressed either belief or opinion respecting 
theim. 
muniecated. For the correctness of that knowledge 
only, is he solicitous. Nor would this scrutiny into 


ber, 1819, be made, if Mr. Edwards had contented: 
himself with the production of it in explanation of his 
vath of 1823, and his justification ef that part of it 
which depended upon his own knowledge. It is, how- 
ever, now produced as presumptive evidence that the 
copy of it was received by the secretary; and Mr 
Edwards sought for the answer in the office of the) 
receiver, and has now sworn that he believes the ict- 
ter of the secretary, of the Ist November, 1819, is the! 
tetter written after the reception of that of the 12th} 
of October, to direct the receiver to continue the de. 
posites in the Bank of Edwardsville. The letier | 


the Istof November makes no allusion to such letier,'! 


from Edwardsville to Washington. 
counts of the posunaster at Edwardsville, taken from 
letter, were sent to the secretary of the treasury.|the comptrolier’s office, and of which an extract is 
before the committee, shew that no nai left Edwards- 


The secretary of the treasury could have no know-) 
Mr. Edwards'| 


What was officially known to hita he has com-| 


sy 


it is not a direction to continue deposites; it is the 


determination of the secretary that the course alleged 


in the leiter of Lucy Stephenson, of the 18th of Sep. 
tember, which letter, it now appears, was also the 
work of Mr. Edwards, for the detention of the public 
moneys in the hands of the receivers, did not autho. 
rize that detention. 

Since Mr. Edwards has produced the paper pur- 
porting to Le dated on the 12th October, 1819, it has 
been shown that it was impossible that the letter ot 
the Ist of November should have been the answer to 
it, or written in consequence of it. By the mail ar. 
rangements of 1819, prevailing until the 16th of No- 
vember of that year, as shewn by the testimony of 
Mr. Bradley before the committee, it required twenty 
days to transmit a letter from Washington to Ed- 
vardsville, and a longer time to transinit a letter 
The original ac- 


ville for Washington from the 9th of October until 
tne 16th of that month. More than twenty days from 
the 16th of October reaches beyond the 4th of No- 
vember. The letter of the Ist of November was, 
therefore, written before it was possible for the letter 
of the 12th October, 1819, if such had been written 


at Edwardsville, to reach Washington. Admitting 


the impossibility that this should be otherwise, Mr. 


Edwards secks to avoid the eflect of this admission, 
by declaring, on oath, his belief that the letter of 
the Ist November was not written or sent betore 
that of the 12th of October was received. Either, 
therefore, the letter was fraudulentiy antedated or 
retained until the arrival of that document. ‘To find 
a colorable pretext lor this belief, Mr. Edwards, us 


‘the commitiee will recollect, turned to the origina! 


letter of the seeretary of the treasury of the Ist of 
November, to the cashier of the bank of Edwardsville, 
brought by Mr. Edwards from that place, which en- 
closed a copy of the letter of the same date to the 
receiver, in order to ascertain the post-mark upon it; 
and succeeded in persuading himself that there was 
the figure 5 in the post-mark. A clerk of the post 
otfice, Mr. Sweeny, was sent for by one of the com- 
mittee, Mir. Taylor, but Mr. Edwards declined exa- 
mining him. Mr. Sweeny, however, was examined; 
aud the posi-mark was ascertained to be the 3d of u 
month which could not be distinguished. This post- 
mark, if of November, was on the original jetter be- 
fore the letter of the 12th of October could have 
reached Washington. On the 19th of June, after a 
deliberation of turee days, Mr. Edwards amended his 
own testimony, and then declared that it Was possible 
the letter of the 12th of October might have arrived 
here in time to be answered by one of the Ist of No- 
vember, because it might have been carried by a pr:- 
vate conveyance to Louisville, from whenee it could 
have been brought by mail within the required time. 
in making this amendment to his former answer, Mr 
Edwards appears to have forgotien how much he had 
previously said of the safety of the mail, and the im- 


|probability that any thing committed to it should have 
the circumstances of the paper, dated 12th of Octo-| 


miscarried; and that Mr. Stephenson could not have 
felt so much anxiety to despatch a paper, which it bad 
required Me. Edwards’s influence to prevail on him 
lo write, as to seek unusual means of hurrying it on 
by a mode of conveyance never before or after used 
by him for the conveyance of his official letiers to 


. the department. 


Mr. Edwards, however, has asserted that Mr. Craw 
ford’s letter of the 20th of April, 1820, was possibly 
tle answer to the one of the 12th of October, 1819 
ln making this assertion on oath, Mr. Edwards has 
not recollected the stress he lays upon the circum- 
stance of the deposites having been withheld till the 
3lstof December, 18'*, as proof that he had adyised 
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